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Parenting practices influence offspring’s emotional and developmental behavior. 
The present study explored the relationships between retrospective ratings of perceived 
parental care in childhood and general and pathological personality traits in adulthood.  
Participants were comprised of three adult samples college undergraduate students (N = 
105; 69% female), ages 18 to 33 (M = 19.70, SD = 2.28), general population (N = 99; 
63% female), ages 18 to 83 (M = 44.71, SD = 16.27), and comedians (N = 111; 33% 
female), ages 18 to 67 (M = 37.24, SD = 11.20).  Data from participants were aggregated 
from a larger study done in 2015. Participants were recruited to complete surveys on 
humor, personality, and psychiatric symptoms online. Participants were compensated 
with class credit for undergraduates, $10 for the general population, and $25 gift cards for 
the comedians. Through Qualtrics survey software, participants completed the Parental 
Bonding Instrument, the family environment adjective scale, the Big Five Inventory, the 
Personality Inventory for the DSM-5 Brief Form, and the Family Environment Adjective 
Scale. 
  Associations between variables were examined. Hierarchical regressions were  
run to test predictive value of perceived parental care on the big five personality traits.  
Moderation analyses were used to test the predictive value of the interaction of perceived 




levels of perceived parental care were associated with lower levels of all pathological 
personality traits and neuroticism and higher levels of agreeableness and 
conscientiousness. Parental care was a significant predictor for agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and neuroticism, but not for openness and extraversion. The 
interaction of parental care and negative family environment only significantly predicted 
detachment. Higher levels of parental care predicted lower levels of detachment only at 
lower levels of negative family environment. As suggested here and in previous studies, 
parental care plays an important role in adult outcomes, including normal and 
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The development of personality is the subject of both informal curiosity and 
formal scientific inquiry. Though there are academic ideas based on the belief that 
personality is determined predominantly by genes (Eysenck, 1967; McCrae & Costa, 
1988) or that aspects of personality, such as those associated with gender conventions, 
are socially constructed rather than innate (Butler, 1990), it is now generally accepted 
both in popular culture and research psychology that it is the interaction of genetics and 
experience that shapes each of us into who we are (Krueger, South, Johnson, & Iacono, 
2008; Johnson, Vernon, & Feiler, 2008). The development of psychopathology, including 
personality disorders, is of great clinical and research interest, considering the 
impairment, distress, and adverse outcomes associated with personality dysfunction. 
Research has sought to identify the factors associated with both personality and 
psychopathology. One factor of particular interest is parenting.  
The connection between how one was parented and the development of their 
personality is generally understood to be through the formation of beliefs about the world 
from the attachment relationship in childhood (Silberschatz & Aafjes-van Doorn, 2017), 
as well as self-regulation strategies developed in the milieu of the parent/child 
relationship. Underlying these mechanisms are the developmental theories of attachment 
(Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991) and emotion regulation (Sroufe, 1997). These theories 
describe the process by which parenting practices influence aspects of children’s 
emotional and behavioral development.  In attachment theory, parents who respond to 
their children appropriately and consistently have children who develop a secure 





likely to develop the self-regulation to both explore novel stimuli and retreat to the 
comfort of their parent when needed.  
Building on attachment theory, the developmental theory of emotion regulation 
states that parents are an extrinsic influence on the child’s developing processes for 
monitoring, evaluating and modifying emotional reactions (Thompson, 1991). Though 
these theories have a psychoanalytic origin, the mechanisms by which parents exert their 
influence are behavioral in nature- direct intervention, reinforcement, modeling, affect 
induction, and the provision of opportunity for and management of heightened emotion. 
These influences interact with intrinsic factors including the child’s developing capacity 
for language, cognition, and self-awareness. The interaction of these factors leads to the 
development of emotion regulation strategies, both adaptive (e.g. acceptance of 
heightened emotions as they arise) and maladaptive (e.g. avoidance of situations that 
stimulate heightened emotion).  
Parenting Practices 
Positive parenting practices (e.g. responsiveness and clear standards) have been 
associated with positive outcomes including protection from poor mental health 
(Thorberg, Young, Sullivan, & Lyvers, 2011), improved educational outcomes (Simons 
& Conger, 2007), prosocial dispositions (Collins & Steinberg, 2006), and lower risk for 
the development of internalizing and externalizing symptoms (Steele & McKinney, 
2019). The authoritarian parenting style is associated with negative outcomes including 
poor self-esteem and depression (Smokowski, Bacallao, Cotter, & Evans, 2015). 
Negative parenting practices, such as a high level of parental control and a low level of 





poor self-esteem and depression (Milevsky, Schlechter, Netter, & Keehn, 2007; Huppert, 
Abbott, Ploubidis, Richards, & Kuh, 2010) and social hostility (Ladd & Pettit, 2002), as 
well as personality pathology (Yu et al., 2007; Russ, Heim, & Westen, 2003).  
Parenting, Emotion Regulation, and Personality 
Parenting practices influence children’s emotional and developmental behavior, 
such that positive parenting is associated with positive outcomes in emotion regulation 
(Tani, Pascuzzi, & Raffagnino, 2018). In their study, researchers aimed to assess the 
relationship among perceived parenting styles, emotion regulation strategies, and emotion 
dysregulation processes in adulthood. Using the Italian version of the Parental Bonding 
Inventory, they measured maternal and paternal care and overprotection in 50 Italian men 
and 50 Italian women. They also assessed emotion regulation strategies and emotion 
dysregulation. As expected, negative parenting style was linked to greater difficulties in 
emotion regulation and positive parenting style was a protective factor for emotion 
dysregulation. They found differences when they compared maternal and paternal 
parenting. Maternal care was negatively associated with expressive suppression and 
many aspects of emotion dysregulation. Maternal overprotection was associated with two 
emotion dysregulation dimensions: non-acceptance of emotional responses and 
difficulties in engaging in goal-directed behavior. Paternal care was negatively related 
with several of the emotion dysregulation dimensions but was not associated with 
emotion regulation strategies. Paternal overprotection had positive relationships with 
impulse control difficulties and non-acceptance of emotional responses. These gender 
differences are interesting, but their generalizability across cultures is questionable due to 





Higher levels of adaptive emotion regulation processes and lower levels of 
maladaptive emotion regulation processes are associated with positive personality traits 
(Barańczuk, 2019). In a meta-analysis of 132 studies, lower levels of neuroticism and 
higher levels of extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness were 
associated with greater adaptive emotion regulation strategies and fewer maladaptive 
emotion regulation strategies. In a few studies included in the meta-analysis, the 
associations were stronger in clinical samples than in nonclinical samples, in females 
than males, and in samples reporting dispositional emotion regulation compared to 
samples reporting situational emotion regulation. In an earlier, nationally representative 
sample, adult attachment was significantly and strongly related to parental warmth and all 
three big five personality traits included in the study, neuroticism, extroversion, and 
openness to experience (Mickelson, Kessler, & Shaver, 1997).  
In their 2019 longitudinal study, Wittig and Rodriguez explored the 
bidirectionality between parenting styles and infant temperament. In this sample, higher 
maternal authoritative parenting style prospectively predicted higher infant 
orienting/regulatory capacity and higher maternal permissive parenting style 
prospectively predicted lower infant orienting/regulatory capacity. Both maternal and 
paternal authoritative parenting styles predicted lower toddler internalizing behavior. 
Conversely, maternal authoritarian style, and maternal and paternal permissive style, 
predicted higher toddler internalizing behavior. In terms of infant temperament evoking 
parenting styles, only higher infant orienting/regulatory capacity predicted higher 
maternal permissive parenting style, with some indication that infant negative affect may 





Parenting and Personality Pathology 
In a comprehensive longitudinal study, researchers investigated the association of 
parental childrearing behavior with risk for offspring personality disorder in adulthood 
(Johnson, Cohen, Chen, Kasen, & Brook, 2006). Five hundred ninety-three families were 
assessed at four time points in the offsprings’ life (childhood, adolescence, emerging 
adulthood, and adulthood), using measures of childhood behavioral and emotional 
problems, clinical diagnostic interviews of parents and offspring, and parental behavior 
inventories, as well state records of poor parental supervision. Researchers observed 
parenting behaviors such as punishment and verbal abuse, the use of guilt to control the 
child, inconsistent enforcement of rules, loud or rough arguments between the parents, 
parental educational aspirations for the child, parental possessiveness, problems 
controlling anger toward the child, and parental supervision of the child. In this study, 
negative parenting behavior was positively associated with elevated offspring risk of 
personality disorder development, even when controlling for covariates. Low parental 
affection was significantly associated with aggregate antisocial, avoidant, borderline, 
dependent, histrionic, narcissistic, paranoid, passive-aggressive, schizoid, and schizotypal 
PD symptom levels, which was stable across adulthood.  
A meta-analysis of 35 studies from 16 countries showed a strong correlation 
between parental rejection (the negative pole of parental care) and children’s negative 
personality dispositions (Khaleque, 2017). Given that there is evidence of moderate 
continuity of personality from childhood to adulthood, which may be related to genetics 
and continuity of environment (Caspi & Roberts, 2009), it is reasonable to imagine that 





adulthood. Further research on the topic of childhood antecedents for most of the 
personality disorders is called for in a recent review of the role of personality in a newly 
proposed model of psychopathology (Widiger, et al., 2019).  
Parenting and the Big Five Personality Traits 
Despite the small amount of research on the relationship between parenting 
practices and the big five personality traits, the studies that have been done have had 
somewhat consistent results in that there is a relationship, but the relationship identified 
has somewhat varied. A 1993 twin study that compared monozygotic and fraternal twins 
reared apart and together suggested that rearing environment had minimal effect on 
conscientiousness and openness to experience, but a strong influence on agreeableness 
(Bergeman et al., 1993). In 2006 study of 637 Chinese adolescents, parental warmth was 
positively correlated with adolescent extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness, 
and paternal punishment and maternal rejection was negatively correlated with 
agreeableness (Zhong-Hui, Hui-Lan, & Jian-Xin, 2006). More recent studies have 
suggested that parental warmth is positively associated with conscientiousness in 
childhood (see Eisenberg, Duckworth, Spinrad, & Valiente, 2014), and positively 
associated with agreeableness in adulthood, and negatively associated with neuroticism 
(Moran, Turiano, & Gentzler, 2018) in adulthood. A Japanese study of families seeking 
help at a clinic for a child’s behavioral and emotional problems found that the children’s 
extraversion, maturity, and intellect had differentiated effects from various aspects of the 






One study linked attachment style, generally accepted as an outcome of parenting 
style, to the big five personality traits (Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Data from this study 
found associations between attachment styles and personality traits in the predicted 
directions- attachment anxiety was associated with neuroticism and attachment avoidance 
was related to low extraversion. A more recent study, with a Japanese sample, found 
associations between parenting practices and personality traits as measured by the 
temperament and character personality inventory (Oshino, Suzuki, Ishii, & Otani, 2007). 
In the male participants, all personality dimensions were affected by parenting, and in the 
female participants, harm avoidance and self-directedness were.  Several studies have 
shown an association of parental care and control with positive aspects of adult 
offspring’s personality traits including optimism, empathy and expressiveness (Huppert, 
Abbott, Ploubidis, Richards, & Kuh, 2010; Johnson, Liu, & Cohen, 2011; Korkeila et al., 
2004), though this relationship between parenting practices and child’s personality is 
likely to be bidirectional (Wittig, & Rodriguez, 2019; van Zeijl et al., 2007) with both 
parent and child shaping each other’s behavior. In addition to establishing that there is a 
relationship, it is important to know whether parenting has predictive value for 
personality development. 
In a longitudinal study of 451 families, parenting practices, parental personality 
traits, and adolescent personality traits were assessed at three time points at two year 
intervals (Schofield et al., 2012). Positive parenting in 8th and 10th grade positively 
predicted conscientiousness, agreeableness and low neuroticism in 10th and 12th grade 
respectively, even when controlling for personality. When using a mediational analysis, 





parenting. This suggests that offspring personality is influenced by parenting in addition 
to whatever influence genes may have on personality development.  
Family Environment 
 The family environment, the social and emotional climate of family life, is one of 
the environmental factors that may contribute to personality development. One study 
examined the interaction of family warmth and the family environment of triangulation of 
adolescents in parental conflict and externalizing problems (Etkin et al., 2014). In this 
study, triangulation predicted externalizing problems, but parental warmth moderated this 
effect, such that congruence of parental warmth reduced the effect of triangulation on 
increased externalizing problems for girls, and incongruence of parental warmth reduced 
the effect for boys. Another study explored through comparing linear regressions whether 
the offspring’s temperament significantly predicted family environment, or the family 
environment predicted the offspring’s temperament (Lundberg, Perris, & Adolfsson, 
2000). In this study, only the latter were significant models. In another, more recent 
study, 80 Pakistani families were assessed for family environment and personalities of 
parents and adolescents (Waheed, Batool, & Kausar, 2017). In addition to finding  
correlations between parent and adolescent personality traits, family environment 
predicted adolescent personality traits.  
Summary 
 In summary, there is evidence to support a relationship between parenting 
practices, including parental care, and offspring personality traits and pathology. 
Specifically, among personality traits, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism 





parenting practices, were associated with negative offspring outcomes, including 
externalizing behaviors and maladaptive personality dispositions in adolescents and 
pathological personality disorders in adults. There is a gap in the literature in explaining 
the predictive value of parenting practices and family environment for adult personality 
outcomes.  
The Proposed Study 
The present study seeks to explore the relationships between parental care 
received in childhood and general personality traits, as well as, pathological personality 
traits typically associated with personality disorders. This study is grounded in the 
developmental theories of attachment and emotion regulation, thus it is expected that 
compared to adult participants who report lower levels of parental care and higher levels 
of negative family environment, adult participants who report higher levels of parental 
care and lower levels of negative family environment will have an increased likelihood of 
reporting adaptive levels of general personality traits as well as lower levels of 
pathological personality traits. The present study uses quantitative methods to conduct 
correlational analyses of responses on the Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI) and a 
family environment adjective scale (referred to as FEA in the remainder of paper), with 
responses on the Big Five Inventory (BFI) and the Personality Inventory for DSM-5BF 
(PID). This type of research will allow for the control of some covariates also associated 









1) Perceived parental care will be significantly negatively correlated with  pathological 
personality traits (negative affect, detachment, antagonism, disinhibition, and 
psychoticism) in general. 
2) Perceived parental care will be significantly positively correlated with agreeableness 
and conscientiousness, and significantly negatively correlated with  neuroticism. 
3) Perceived parental care will significantly positively predict agreeableness and 
conscientiousness, will significantly negatively predict neuroticism, and will not 
significantly predict extraversion and openness. 
4) The interaction of parental care and negative family environment will significantly 
predict pathological personality traits, with higher levels of parental care reducing the 








There were 315 total participants in this sample. Participants were 99 adults from 
the general population (37 men and 62 women), 105 college undergraduates (33 men and 
72 women) and 111 comedians (74 men and 37 women). The mean age of the general 
adult population was 44.71 (SD = 16.27), ranging from 18 to 83. The mean age of the 
undergraduates was 19.70 (SD = 2.28), ranging from 18 to 33. The mean age of the 
comedian sample was 37.24 (SD = 11.20), ranging from 18 to 67. The racial/ethnic 
composition of the overall sample was: 1.3% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 8.3% 
Black/African American, 61.0% White/Non-Hispanic, 4.1% Middle Eastern, 1.3% 
Pacific Islander, 2.50% South Asian, 4.1% East Asian, 10.5% Hispanic/Latino, and 
10.2% Multiracial/Other. Participants who selected more than one race were classified in 
one category together with participants who selected other.  The socioeconomic 
composition of the overall sample was: 7.2% lower, 23.8% lower middle, 47.0% middle, 
20.6% upper middle, and 1.6% upper class. See table 1 for further descriptive 
demographic information by group. 
Materials 
Perceived Parental Bonding 
For children, the assessment of parenting can be conducted through observation. 
However, for the assessment of parenting style by adults, offspring self-reports can be 
used. In this study, the Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI) was used to retrospectively 
measure participants’ perceptions of their relationship with their parents before the age of 





mother and the father, through two dimensions of parenting: care and control (Parker, 
Tupling, & Brown, 1979). The dimensions were identified through factor analysis. The 
care dimension measures positive parenting, including parental warmth and affection. 
The control dimension measures negative parenting, including parental control and 
constraint. In this study, only the care dimension was assessed. This dimension scale 
consists of the question stem, “Click the bubble that best describes how you remember 
your parents in the first 16 years of your life.” It contains four statements concerning 
parental behaviors and attitudes for each parent, including “was affectionate to me”, 
“enjoyed talking things over with me”, “made me feel I wasn’t wanted”, “did not praise 
me”, to be judged by the participants as more or less applicable to the parent in question.  
Participants responded by rating each one on a 4-point Likert-type scale from very like to 
very unlike, each item scoring 0-3. The range of total scores is 0 – 28, with lower scores 
indicating low parental care (coldness, rejection) and high scores indicating high parental 
care (affection, warmth).  
The individual scores for maternal and paternal care were significantly correlated 
(r = .48, p < .001), and correlated with a total parental score that summed both parental 
scores ( r = .87, p < .001 and r = .86, p < .001) . I compared the correlations of each 
parent group total score with the total score for both parenting groups combined, for 
significant differences (Soper, 2021) to derive a z-score representing the difference in 
magnitude between these correlations.  A z-score equal to or greater than 1.96 indicates a 
significant difference.  The test returned a z-score of .49, which is less than 1.96, which 
indicates neither parent group total was significantly more correlated with the total score 





each parent group score with the score for all parents, the score for all parents has been 
reported as a metric representative of all parents in the sample.  
The PBI has good reliability and validity (Lizardi, Humberto, & Klein 2005; 
Wilhelm et al., 2005, Wilhelm & Parker, 1990).  Reliability analyses in the preliminary 
study yielded a Pearson correlation coefficient of .88 for the “care” subscale and .74 for 
the “control” subscale. In this study, internal consistency was high for the total parental 
care score (α = .83), maternal scale (α = .80) and paternal scale (α = .78).  
Family Environment 
The family environment adjective scale was designed to assess the affective tone 
of the participants’ family environments. The scale consists of the question stem “How 
would you describe the family environment of the household you grew up in?” followed 
by 6 different adjectives (angry, sad, fearful, happy, safe, and understanding), each one 
rated on a 4-point Likert scale from very like to very unlike. These items were selected 
and modified from The Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist (MAACL: Zuckerman & 
Lubin, 1965), and were chosen based on principal components analysis of the MAACL 
(Gotlib & Meyer, 1986). Adjectives selected were evenly distributed across both factors 
identified by Gotlib and Meyer (1986) and evenly distributed across Zuckerman & 
Lubin’s (1965) scales (Anxiety, Depression, Hostility). Adjectives selected had to be 
commonly used (e.g., “Forlorn” was not selected because it is less commonly used), 
broad-band (Angry was selected instead of Mad, because Mad is more context specific 
and transient), and had to be capable of describing family household affective tone. 
Loadings on Gotlib and Meyer’s (1986) factors had to be among the highest for its 





The items comprise two subscales, positive (happy, safe, understanding) and 
negative family environment (angry, sad, fearful). Each subscale has a range of scores 
from 3-12. Scores for these scales were significantly correlated (r = .61, p < .001). This 
study only includes the use of the negative family environment subscale. In this study, 
internal consistency averaged α = .83. and was, specifically, for the positive family 
environment scale (α = .82) and negative family environment scale (α = .84).  
Demographic Information 
Participants completed a self-report questionnaire asking for their race/ethnicity, 
age, gender, socioeconomic status, and educational attainment for themselves and their 
parents. 
Big Five Personality Traits 
The BFI (John & Srivastava, 1999) consists of 44 short-phrase items, which 
participants  rated how much each item applies to themselves on a 5-point Likert scale 
from disagree strongly to agree strongly. The items were selected using both consensual 
expert judgment and empirical item analyses to represent the core traits that define each 
Big Five domain. The BFI items are assigned to five scales measuring Extraversion (8 
items, such as “talkative”), Agreeableness (9 items, such as “is helpful and unselfish with 
others”), Conscientiousness (9 items, such as “does a thorough job”), Neuroticism (8 
items, such as “is depressed, blue”), and Openness to experience (10 items, such as “is 
original, comes up with new ideas”). Range of total score for each subscale, with higher 
scores indicating higher levels of the trait, is: agreeableness (5-45), conscientiousness (5-
45), extraversion (5-40), neuroticism (5-40), and openness (5-50). Reliability analyses in 





conscientiousness (α = .81), extraversion (α = .87), neuroticism (α = .82), and openness 
(α = .78) (Arterberry, B. J., et al, 2014). In this study, internal consistency averaged α = 
.81 and ranged from .76 - .84. Specifically, for agreeableness (α = .76), conscientiousness 
(α = .82), extraversion (α = .84), neuroticism (α = .82), and openness (α = .82). 
Pathological Personality Traits 
The Personality Inventory for DSM 5—Brief Form (PID-5-BF). The PID-5- BF is 
a self-report questionnaire consisting of 25 items, designed to measure the maladaptive 
“excess” of the broad domains of the Big Five. These items form a shortened version of 
The Personality Inventory for DSM-5 (Krueger, Derringer, Markon, Watson, & Skodol, 
2013), originally consisting of 220 items. Each item is rated on a 4-point Likert scale, 
ranging from 0 (Very False or Often False) to 3 (Very True or Often True). The PID-5, 
from which the PID-5-BF was created, has shown internal consistency, reliability, and 
validity (Al-Dajani, Gralnick, & Bagby, 2016). Furthermore, at the trait level which is 
preserved by the PID-5-BF, the PID-5, predicted symptom counts for personality 
disorders (Yam & Simms, 2014; Anderson, Snider, Sellbom, Krueger, & Hopwood, 
2014) and had a high degree of overlap with common mental health problems (Hopwood, 
Wright, Krueger, Schade, Markon, & Morey, 2013). The PID-5-BF scales encompass the 
5 broad negative personality domains--negative affectivity, detachment, antagonism, 
disinhibition, and psychoticism, assessed with the sum of 5 items per scale. In the 
representative sample of the validation study, the Cronbach’s alphas yielded were: 
antagonism (α = .95), detachment (α = .96), disinhibition (α = .84), negative affect (α = 
.93), psychoticism (α = .96). In this study, internal consistency averaged α = .76 and 





.75), detachment (α = .69), disinhibition (α = .85), negative affect (α = .78), and 












Data from participants were aggregated from a larger study done in 2015. 
Participants were recruited to complete surveys on humor, personality, and psychiatric 
symptoms online. An informed consent form for the study they participated in was 
presented to participants, who then responded to a battery of questionnaires in random 
order. Three separate samples were gathered to participate in this study. The 
undergraduate sample was recruited from introductory psychology classes at St. John’s 
University. As compensation, they were given in-class credit for participating. An adult 
sample from the general population was recruited by Qualtrics and were paid $10 for 
participation. The third sample, comedians, were recruited via social media, word of 
mouth, and face-to-face contact at New York comedy clubs. All comedians were given 
$25 gift cards for participating. All questionnaires were administered in the same order 
through Qualtrics survey software, which included demographic information, the Parental 
Bonding Instrument, the family environment adjective scale, the Big Five Inventory, the 
Personality Inventory for the DSM-5 Brief Form, and the Family Environment Adjective 
Scale. Three other measures were given but are not discussed any further as part of this 
study.  Only data from the measures of interest were analyzed in this study. Participants 
were provided with a printable debriefing form and research credit upon completion or 










The data were first examined for missing data. Visual inspection was initially 
used to remove five cases with a large number of missing items (greater than 25%).  A 
missing values analysis with expectation maximization was then conducted with all 
scales relevant to hypotheses. According to the Little’s MCAR test, missing data for all 
scales were best fit to MCAR model (Parental Bonding Instrument χ2 = 5.98, df =3, p = 
0.11; Family Environment Adjective Scale χ2 =3.16, df =4, p = .53; BFI χ2 = 54.80, df = 
43, p = .11; PID-5-BF no missing values).  On the PBI, there were two missing responses 
on the maternal scale and five missing responses on the paternal subscale. On the FEA, 
there were two missing responses on both positive and negative subscales.  On the BFI, 
there was a single missing response due to a participant not responding. These cases were 
not replaced and kept as is. Data was then inspected for univariate normality issues. 
Outliers were identified using the interquartile range using box plots. Winsorization was 
used to address outliers. 
t-tests were conducted to examine differences between White and Black 
participants on study measures based on early literature associating authoritarian 
parenting styles with Black parents as compared to White parents (Baumrind, 1972), and 
then all racial groups were compared via one way ANOVA. Evidence on parental style 
differences between racial groups is inconsistent (Skinner et al., 2011; Greening et al., 
2010; Hall & Bracken, 1996; and Hill & Tyson, 2008). In this sample, there was no 
difference in parental care between White (M= 16.75, SD= 5.69) and Black (M = 16.57, 
SD = 5.01) parents (t(238) = .186 , p = .55), nor were there any significant differences 





Next, overall sample differences were examined by comparing means across 
study variables according to sample group (general population, undergraduate students, 
and comedians) via one way ANOVA.  In this sample, there were significant differences 
among the sample groups in most personality and parenting variables (see table 1). 
Correlations were run to test associations between variables, including covariates, 
parental care, family environment, and personality traits, for the data sample as a whole, 
and also for each sample group, to address Hypotheses one and two. Hierarchical 
regressions controlling for significant covariates were run to test predictive value of 
parental care on the big five personality traits to test hypothesis three. Moderation 
analyses were used to test the predictive value of the interaction of parental care and 
negative family environment on pathological personality traits to test hypothesis four. 
PROCESS (Hayes, 2013) was used to follow up on any significant interaction to identify 
conditional effects of the interaction. Regression assumptions of normality, collinearity, 
and homoskedasticity were examined by observing a Q-Q plot, tolerance and VIF values, 
and a scatter plot of the residuals, respectively. Any suspected concerns were followed up 
using statistical test of regression assumptions in R (R Core Team, 2019) and gvlma 
(Pena, & Slate, 2014). To correct issues with normality and heteroscedasticity in 
hierarchical linear regressions, bootstrapping was used. Due to differences identified 
among sample groups, group samples were controlled for in each regression using 










Means, standard deviations, t-tests, and correlations 
The relationships among the big five personality, pathological personality traits, 
parental bonding, and covariates were evaluated first with correlational analyses. Table 2 
displays, for the entire sample, the means and standard deviations of, as well as 
correlations among covariates, parental care scales, personality traits, and pathological 
personality traits. Gender was coded 1 = male and 2 = female. In this sample, male 
participants tended to be older (r = -.15, p < .01). Gender was positively related with 
agreeableness (r = .12, p < .05), neuroticism (r = .23, p < .01), and negative affect (r = 
.12, p < .05). Gender was negatively associated with openness (r = -.17, p < .01), 
detachment (r = -.13, p < .05), and antagonism (r = -.14, p < .05). Older participants were 
more likely to demonstrate higher levels of conscientiousness (r = .136, p < .05) and 
lower levels of neuroticism (r = -.20, p < .01), antagonism (r = -.11, p < .05), 
disinhibition (r = -.17, p < .01), negative affect (r = -.23, p < .01), and psychoticism (r = -
.17, p < .01). Socio-economic status was negatively correlated with negative family 
environment (r = -.20, p < .01) and positively correlated with parental care (r = .24, p < 
.01), and extraversion (r = .19, p < .01). Parental care was positively associated with 
agreeableness (r = .20, p < .01), conscientiousness (r = .19, p < .01). Parental care was 
negatively correlated with negative family environment (r = -.52, p < .01), neuroticism (r 
= -.14, p < .05) and all five pathological personality traits: disinhibition (r = -.22, p < 
.01), negative affect (r = -.15, p < .01), antagonism (r = -.27, p < .01), detachment (r = -





negatively associated with agreeableness and conscientiousness (rs = -.16, p < .01), and 
positively associated with neuroticism (r = .26, p < .01), openness (r = .21, p < .01), and 
all five pathological personality traits: antagonism (r = -.27, p < .01), detachment (r = -
.24, p < .01), disinhibition (r = -.22, p < .01), negative affect (r = -.21, p < .01),  and 
psychoticism (r = -.25, p < .01).   
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported. High levels of parental care were associated 
with lower levels of all pathological personality traits and neuroticism and higher levels 
of agreeableness and conscientiousness. Tables 3, 4, and 5 display means and standard 
deviations of and correlations among variables for the three groups, general population, 
undergraduate students, and comedians. 
Sample group differences 
I used a one-way ANOVA to test sample group differences in continuous study 
variables, with post hoc t-tests.  
 On the PBI and FEA, there were overall significant differences in parental care 
(F(2,308) = 34.28, p = .02) and family negative environment (F(2,309) = 4.71, p = .01). 
Comedians reported higher negative family environments than the general population and 
lower parental care than undergraduates.  
On the BFI, there were overall significant differences in agreeableness (F(2,312) 
= 3.15, p = .04), extraversion (F(2,312) = 6.47, p < .01), neuroticism (F(2,312) = 3.70, p 
= .03), and openness (F(2,312) = 47.79, p < .01). The general population sample was 
different from the undergraduate sample on neuroticism and openness. The general 





openness.  The undergraduate sample was different from the comedian sample on 
extraversion and openness.  
On the PID, there were overall significant differences in antagonism (F(2,312) = 
7.49, p < .01), detachment (F(2,312) = 7.22, p < .01), and disinhibition (F(2,312) = 4.83, 
p = .01). The comedian sample was different from the general population sample on 
disinhibition, antagonism, and detachment. The comedian sample was different from the 
undergraduate sample on antagonism and detachment.  
Because of the differences between groups, I controlled for all groups in all 
regression analyses below. See table 6 for post-hoc comparisons of variables of interest 
among groups. 
Predictors of Personality Traits  
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and parental care as predictors of agreeableness. No violations of 
assumptions were observed or found via global testing (t = 3.70, p = .45). The overall 
model accounts for 7.1% of the variance in agreeableness (F (6, 308) = 4.95, p < 
.001).  As shown in Table 7, controlling for the covariates, parental care significantly 
predicted adult agreeableness, (ß = 0.21, t = 3.68, p <.001). Age (B = .08, t = 10.78, p < 
.01 ) and gender (B = 1.43, t = 2.11, p = .04) had main effects. There was a group effect 
for undergrads (B = 3.39, t = 3.22, p < .01). Specifically, the addition of parental care 
added a 4.2% increase in unique variance accounted for in agreeableness.  
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and parental care as predictors of conscientiousness. No violations of 





model accounts for 7.0% of the variance in conscientiousness (F (6, 308) = 4.89, p < 
.01).  As shown in Table 8, controlling for the covariates, parental care significantly 
predicted adult conscientiousness (ß = 0.18, t = 3.08, p < .01). There were no group 
effects, but age (B = .11, t = 3.59, p < .01) was a significant predictor. Specifically, the 
addition of parental care added a 2.9% increase in unique variance accounted for in 
conscientiousness.  
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and parental care as predictors of neuroticism. No violations of 
assumptions were observed or found via global testing (t = 1.75, p = .78)The overall 
model accounts for 9.7% of the variance in neuroticism (F (6, 308) = 6.52, p < .001).  As 
shown in Table 10, controlling for the covariates, parental care significantly predicted 
adult neuroticism (ß = -1.28, t = -2.25, p = .03). There was no group effect, but age (B = -
.73, t =, p = .02) and gender (B = 2.87, t =, p < .001) were significant predictor. 
Specifically, the addition of parental care added a 1.5% increase in unique variance 
accounted for in neuroticism. 
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and parental care as predictors of extraversion and openness. As shown on 
table 9 and 11, neither of these models were significant.  
 Hypothesis 3 was supported. When controlling for gender, age, SES, and sample 
group, parental care was a significant predictor for agreeableness, conscientiousness, and 







Predictors of Pathological Personality Traits 
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and negative family environment as predictors of antagonism, with 
parental care as a moderator. No violations of assumptions were observed or found via 
global testing (t = 6.55, p = .16). The overall model accounts for 1.6% of the variance in 
antagonism (F (8, 306) = 8.40, p < .001). Age (B = -.26, t = -3.60, p < .001) and gender 
(B = -.13, t = -2.30, p = .02) remain a significant covariate in the final model.  As shown 
in Table 12, controlling for the covariates, both main effects parental care (B = -.20, t = -
3.12, p < .01) and family negative environment (B =.18, t = 2.86, p = .01) are 
independently significant. The interaction was not significant therefore no further 
analyses were completed. 
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and negative family environment as predictors of detachment, with 
parental care as a moderator. Bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples was used to correct 
skewness (t(4) = 6.87, p < .01). The overall model accounts for 1.3% of the variance in 
detachment (F (8, 306) = 6.88, p < .001).  Age (B = -.04, t = -3.09, p < .01; bias < -.01, 
p < .01, 95% BCa CI [-.07, -.02]) remains a significant covariate  in the final model. 
There was a significant group effect comparing undergrads to the general population 
reference group (B = -1.20, t = -2.34, p = .02; bias < -.01, p = .045, 95% BCa CI [-2.25, -
.07]).  As shown in Table 13, controlling for the covariates, both main effects parental 
care (B = -0.08, t = -2.6, p = .01, bias < .01, p = .01, 95% BCa CI [-.15, -.02]) and family 
negative environment (B = .20, t = 2.88, p < .01; bias < -.01, p < .01, 95% BCa CI [.07, 





environment and parental care (B = .02, t = 2.37, p = .02, bias < .01, p = .02, 95% BCa CI 
[<.01, .04])). Specifically, the addition of the interaction of parental care and negative 
family environment added a 1.6% increase in unique variance accounted for in 
detachment. Probing the statistically significant interaction among family environment 
and parental care with the Johnson-Neyman technique revealed one region of 
significance for the conditional effect of family environment × parental care, at parental 
care level scores at and above -2.53 ( 35th percentile, b = .14 , SE = .07, t = 1.97,  p =  .05, 
95% CI [.00, .28 ]). As figure 1 indicates, at parental care scores above  -2.53 (35th 
percentile), negative family environment interacted with parental care to predict lower 
levels of detachment. At low levels of parental care with a highly negative environment, 
detachment scores are highest, until parental care scores reach approximately -2.53 (35th 
percentile). At this point, detachment scores begin to decrease, and the interaction 
predicts greater decrease in detachment scores relative to parental care alone. The effect 
of negative family environment and parental care on detachment is more pronounced 
with lower levels of parental care and lower levels of family negative environment. 
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and negative family environment as predictors of disinhibition, with 
parental care as a moderator. Bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples was used to correct 
skewness (t(4) = 8.46, p < .01) and kurtosis (t(4) = 4.23, p = .04). The overall model 
accounts for 1.2% of the variance in disinhibition (F (8, 306) = 6.29, p < .001).  Age (B = 
-.07, t = -4.28, p < .001) remains a significant covariate in the final model (bias < -.01, p 
= .001 , 95% BCa CI [-.12, -.04]). Before bootstrapping, there was a group effect for 





.05), but after bootstrapping this effect was no longer significant (B = -1.30, p = .06, 95% 
BCa CI [-2.82, .13]).  As shown in Table 14, controlling for the covariates, both main 
effects parental care (B = -.11, t = -2.50, p = .01; bias = -.01, p = .01, 95% BCa CI [-.18, -
.03]) and family negative environment (B =.18, t = 2.06, p = .04; bias < -.01, p = .03, 
95% BCa CI [.01, .33]) are independently significant. The interaction was not significant 
therefore no further analyses were completed.  
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and negative family environment as predictors of negative affect, with 
parental care as a moderator. No violations of assumptions were observed or found via 
global testing (t = 5.94, p = .20). The overall model accounts for 1.0% of the variance in 
negative affect (F (8, 306) = 59.57, p < .001).  Age (B = -.07, t = -4.03, p < .001) remains 
a significant covariate in the final model.  As shown in Table 15, controlling for the 
covariates, only the main of family negative environment (B =.18, t = 2.12, p = .03) is 
independently significant. The interaction was not significant therefore no further 
analyses were completed. 
A hierarchical regression model was tested that included gender, age, SES, 
sample group, and negative family environment as predictors of psychoticism, with 
parental care as a moderator. Bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples was used to correct 
skewness (t(4) = 8.66, p < .01). The overall model accounts for 1.1% of the variance in 
psychoticism (F (8, 306) = 5.68, p < .001).  Age remains a significant covariate in the 
final model (B = -.05, t = -3.63, p < .001; bias < .001, p = .001, 95% BCa CI [-.08, -.03]).  
As shown in Table 16, controlling for the covariates, both main effects parental care (B = 





environment (B =.18, t = 2.46, p = .01; bias = 0 , p < .01, 95% BCa CI [.04, .34]) are 
independently significant. The interaction was not significant therefore no further 
analyses were completed. 
Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. When controlling for relevant 
demographics (gender, age, SES, and sample group), among the pathological personality 
traits, the interaction of parental care and negative family environment significantly 
predicted detachment. However, the interaction was in the opposite direction than 
hypothesized. Higher levels of parental care predicted lower levels of detachment only at 
lower levels of negative family environment. Controlling for covariates, antagonism was 
marginally significantly predicted by the interaction of parental care and negative family 







 Genetic contribution to personality is well established (Eysenck, 1967; McCrae & 
Costa, 1988), and there is also evidence that life experiences, including parenting style, 
influence lifelong outcomes (Krueger, South, Johnson, & Iacono, 2008; Johnson, Vernon, 
& Feiler, 2008).  The way parents behave toward their children affects offspring’s 
personality traits and pathology, and these effects last into adulthood (Thorberg, Young, 
Sullivan, & Lyvers, 2011; Simons & Conger, 2007; Collins & Steinberg, 2006; Steele & 
McKinney, 2019). Optimal parenting combines high parental care and high expectations. 
Parental care is a bipolar dimension, with parental warmth on the high end of the 
spectrum, and parental rejection on the low end.  Parental warmth is associated with 
better mental health outcomes in general, and positive outcomes in personality traits: 
higher agreeableness and conscientiousness and lower neuroticism in offspring 
(Eisenberg, Duckworth, Spinrad, & Valiente, 2014; Moran, Turiano, & Gentzler, 2018). 
Parental rejection is associated with negative offspring outcomes, including externalizing 
behaviors and maladaptive personality dispositions in adolescents and pathological 
personality disorders in adults (Smokowski, Bacallao, Cotter, & Evans, 2015; Milevsky, 
Schlechter, Netter, & Keehn, 2007; Huppert, Abbott, Ploubidis, Richards, & Kuh, 2010; 
Ladd & Pettit, 2002;Yu et al., 2007). The mechanism of these associations may be that 
parental care optimizes or undermines the development of emotion regulation in 
offspring through reinforcement and learning (Thompson, 1991). 
My first and second hypotheses were supported; high levels of parental care, 
parental warmth, were associated with low levels of pathological personality traits 





high levels of parental care were also associated with high levels of agreeableness and 
conscientiousness, and low levels of neuroticism, a profile which is referred to as the 
maturity principle.   
 My third hypothesis was also supported; controlling for relevant demographics 
(gender, age, SES, and sample group), parental care was a significant positive predictor 
for agreeableness and conscientiousness, and a negative predictor for neuroticism, and 
was not a significant predictor of extraversion and openness. When respondents rated 
their parents as warm, they were less likely to endorse all five pathological personality 
traits. They were also more likely to endorse high levels of agreeableness and 
conscientiousness, and low levels of neuroticism. The combination of these traits 
indicates that when parents acted with high levels of care toward their offspring, the 
offspring were more likely to develop adaptive levels of personality traits.  
My fourth hypothesis was only partially supported; controlling for relevant 
demographics (gender, age, SES, and sample group), among the pathological personality 
traits, the interaction of parental care and negative family environment only significantly 
predicted detachment, he interaction of parental care and negative family environment 
only significantly predicted detachment, with higher levels of parental care predicting 
lower levels of detachment only at lower levels of negative family environment. The 
effect of parental warmth was negligible at high levels of negative family environment. It 
is possible high levels of warmth are unable to buffer against the environment’s overall 
negative attributes. This should be explored in further research examining the 





Personality traits are both stable and changeable, in that over time, the relative 
placement of an individual within a group over time is stable (rank order stability) and 
the average level of a trait across all individuals changes over time (mean level change) 
(Damian, et al., 2019). One pattern of the mean level change is a trend towards maturity, 
which, in terms of the five factor model of personality traits, means that most people 
become more agreeable and conscientious and less neurotic over time from adolescence 
into their 60s (McAdams & Olson, 2010; Soto et al, 2010). In the entire sample, age was 
positively associated with conscientiousness and negatively associated with neuroticism 
which may be a reflection of the trend toward maturity over the lifespan and is somewhat 
consistent with the maturity principle. However, the expected positive association 
between age and agreeableness was not significant in the whole sample. Interestingly, the 
general population sample matches the maturity principle profile, with significant 
moderate correlations in the expected directions, but not for the undergraduate or 
comedian samples. This suggests that the maturity process may be different for 
comedians. The restricted age range of the undergraduate sample may not capture the 
trajectory toward maturity.  
In this sample, there were significant gender differences in personality traits: 
female participants were more agreeable and neurotic and less open than male 
participants. In most studies, women are more agreeable, neurotic, and extroverted 
(Feingold, 1994; Costa et al., 2001). There are typically no differences in 
conscientiousness or openness at the trait level (Feingold, 1994; Costa et al., 2001). 
However, one study investigating whether this could be better understood by looking at 





were the only three traits that were significant at the trait level, but at the facet level, 
aspects of all the traits were significant (Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011). Age 
moderated the gender difference on the intellect aspect of openness such that in younger 
samples, men scored higher in intellect, but the effect did not exist in older samples 
(Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011). This may be an explanation for the significant 
difference in openness in my sample, as the female sample was younger than the male 
sample. Because gender differences were not of interest to this study, I did not examine 
the moderating effect of age on the traits, nor did I examine the facet level of the traits. 
Future research should examine whether the same gender differences found in the 
Weisberg, DeYoung, and Hirsch (2011) would be found in this sample.   
The importance of parental care in this data set is clear and confirms earlier 
findings: parental care in childhood plays a significant role in optimizing adult outcomes, 
even at the personality trait level. The association of parental warmth with positive 
outcomes is supported by the findings of the present study and is also intuitive. Feeling 
accepted and loved by one’s parents in childhood would contribute to the development of 
positive psychological outcomes of all kinds, even personality traits. This is likely due to 
a constellation of factors, including genetic inheritance, through mechanisms like 
development of attachment and emotion regulation, learning, and through behavioral 
reinforcement. The findings of the present study suggest feeling loved in childhood 
influences the degree to which one will be agreeable in adulthood, and that this was likely 
modeled and rewarded by parents during the child’s upbringing. Through this parental 
warmth, and the related development of emotion regulation, one may develop the self-





Furthermore, low levels of parental care influence the development of 
maladaptive dimensions of personality, neuroticism, and pathological personality traits 
(Khaleque, 2017). Consistent with this study, in a longitudinal study, adverse childhood 
experiences (ACEs) were found to significantly impact personality traits, particularly 
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism, and affect (Grusnick, et al.,  2020). 
ACEs were categorized as abuse, family disfunction, or financial strain, which do not 
exactly correspond to the bipolar independent variable of parental care (parental rejection 
& parental warmth) or the negative family environment adjectives (angry, sad, fearful) 
used in the current study. Nevertheless, this data adds to the growing evidence of a 
relationship between parental behavior and adult offspring personality and affect, as well 
as identifying traits that may be especially impacted.1 
In this study, there were potential limitations in the sample groups. Comedians, a 
group potentially different from the general population, made up approximately one third 
of the sample. In addition, this study used convenience sampling rather than random 
sampling, which may have contributed to a bias in the data. Another limitation is 
generalizability.  The findings of the present study are from a mostly (60.95 %) White 
sample.  However, this proportion of White individuals is representative of the 
distribution of White individuals within the American population, which is 60.1% white 
according to Census projections from 2019 (United States Census Bureau, 2019).  
                                                 
1 Participants with a history of any ACE had higher neuroticism than those without ACE, lower 
openness, lower conscientiousness, higher agreeableness, higher negative affect, lower positive affect. 
Higher ACE score was associated with a higher neuroticism score, lower conscientiousness score, higher 
agreeableness, and higher negative affect. Participants with a history of childhood abuse had higher 
neuroticism, higher openness, lower conscientiousness, higher negative affect, and lower positive affect 
compared to those without a history of abuse. Participants with a history of childhood household 






There were also potential limitations related to the measures of the present study. 
This study does not have a measure of directly observed parental behavior. The Parental 
Bonding Instrument, which measures retrospective reports of perceived parental 
care/warmth, was used. There is some empirical evidence that supports the concordance 
between perceived ratings of their parents by children and self-ratings by the parents 
themselves (Schepers et al., 2018). Even though all study measures had good internal 
validity with alphas near or above .70, the family environment scale and the parental 
bonding instrument items were both untested modifications of other scales. There is also 
the possibility that child temperament/personality pulls for certain types of parental care, 
thus the causal arrow might be in the opposite direction to my interpretation, or more 
likely that the arrow is bidirectional.  For example, it may be possible that more agreeable 
children elicit higher levels of parental care/warmth.  
As shown here and in previous studies, parental care plays an important role in 
adult outcomes, including normal and pathological personality traits.  I found main 
effects of parental care on neuroticism, agreeableness, and conscientiousness, arguably 
the most important of the big five personality traits in terms of adaptiveness in adulthood. 
These results add to the literature demonstrating that parental care matters, and 
personality is not just a product of genetics. Clinically, these findings suggest that 
clinicians should consider assessing family history dimensions of parental care. When 
treating families, clinicians should coach parents about the benefit of providing high 
levels of parental care. 
Future studies can attempt to expand on the current study’s findings with 












 Table 1. 










 n 99 105 111 315 
      
Race African American/Black )9 12 )5 26 
 Asian American or Pacific Islander )3 19 )6 28 
 European American/White/Caucasian 76 37 79 192) 
 American Indian / Alaskan Native )2 )0 )2 )4 
 Hispanic/Latino )7 20 )6 33 
 Multiracial / Other )2 17 13 32 
      
SES Low SES or poor )8 )6 )8 22 
 Lower middle class 24 26 25 75 
 Middle class 50 47 51 148 
 Upper middle class 16 26 23 65 
 Upper class or wealthy )1 )0 )4 )5 
      
Gender Female 62 72 37 171 
 Male 37 33 74 144 
      
Age Mean  44.71 19.70 37.24 33.74 
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Population  Undergraduates  Comedians 
F M SD M SD M SD 
Parental care+ 4.28a 16.890 5.49 017.61 5.41 0015.37 6.10 
Negative family*  4.71b 05.480 2.79 006.14 2.54 0006.61 2.65 
Agreeableness* 3.15  33.290 5.80 034.90 5.38 0033.11 5.95 
Conscientiousness+ 2.99  32.960 6.24 032.32 6.02 0030.90 6.56 
Extraversion** 6.47  25.32C 6.06 025.80C 6.38 0028.23G,U 6.58 
Neuroticism* 3.70  22.55U 5.95 024.95G 6.89 0023.95 6.12 
Openness** 3.15  034.25U,C 6.54 036.18C,G 5.34 0041.68G,U 5.36 
Antagonism** 7.49  04.02C0 3.54 004.27C 3.13 0005.60G,U 3.01 
Detachment** 7.22 03.85C0 3.24 003.66 2.72 0005.02G,U 2.57 
Disinhibition** 4.83 04.00C0 3.58 004.57 3.66 0005.53G 3.63 
Negative Affect* 2.34 04.660 3.77 005.65 3.49 0005.48 3.23 
Psychoticism+ 2.94 03.680 3.35 004.25 3.10 0004.69 2.67 
Note. M = Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. df = (2,312) for all variables, except a  df = 
(2,306), and b df = (2,309). Significant post-hoc comparisons using Tukey’s HSD are 
noted with the superscripts G, U, and C, G = General Population; U = Undergraduate 













Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Agreeableness 
Step or variable      B     S.E.      ß  Partial r     R2  Adj. R2    ΔR
2
 
Step 1**     .05     .03  
    Gender+ 1.21 0.68 .10 .10    
    Age** 0.08 0.03 .20 .15    
    SES 0.12 0.37 .02 .02    
    Undergrad**  3.38 1.07 .27 .18    
    Comedian 0.66 0.85 .05 .04    
Step 2***     .09     .07 .04 
    Gender* 1.43 0.68 .12 .12    
    Age** 0.08 0.03 .22 .17    
    SES -0.23 0.38 -.03 -.04    
    Undergrad**  3.39 1.05 .28 .18    
    Comedian 1.13 0.84 .09 .08    
    Parental Care*** 0.21 0.06 .21 .21    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 






















Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Conscientiousness 
Step or variable      B     S.E.      ß  Partial r     R2  Adj. R2    ΔR
2
 
Step 1**     .06 .04  
    Gender 0.49 0.75 .04 .04    
    Age*** 0.11 0.03 .26 .19    
    SES 0.55 0.41 .08 .08    
    Undergrad  1.86 1.17 .14 .09    
    Comedian -1.23 0.93 -.09 -.08    
Step 2**     .09 .07 .03 
    Gender 0.69  0.74 .05 .05    
    Age*** 0.11 0.03 .27 .20    
    SES 0.23 0.41 .03 .03    
    Undergrad 1.87 1.16 .14 .09    
    Comedian -0.79 0.93 -.06 -.05    
    Parental Care** 0.20 0.06 .18 .18    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 





















Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Extraversion 
Step or variable      B     S.E.      ß  Partial r     R2  Adj. R2    ΔR
2
 
Step 1***     .07 .06  
    Gender 0.04 0.76 <.01 <.01    
    Age 0.01 0.03 .03 .02    
    SES** 1.32 0.41 .18 .18    
    Undergrad  0.56 1.19 .04 .03    
    Comedian** 2.88 0.94 .21 .17    
Step 2     .08 .06 .05 
    Gender 0.13 0.76 .01 <.01    
    Age 0.02 0.03 .04 .03    
    SES** 1.18 0.42 .16 .15    
    Undergrad 0.56 1.19 .04 .03    
    Comedian** 3.06 0.95 .23 .18    
    Parental Care 0.09 0.07 .08 .07    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 








Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Neuroticism 
Step or variable      B     S.E.      ß  Partial r     R2  Adj. R2    ΔR
2
 
Step 1***     .10 .09  
    Gender*** 3.02 0.74 .24 .23    
    Age* -0.07 0.03 -.17 -.13    
    SES -0.63 0.40 -.09 -.09    
    Undergrad  0.63 1.15 .05 .03    
    Comedian* 1.91 0.91 .14 .12    
Step 2*     .12 .10 .02 
    Gender*** 2.87 0.73 .23 .22    
    Age* -0.07 0.03 -.18 -.14    
    SES -0.40 0.41 -.05 -.06    
    Undergrad 0.63 1.14 .05 .03    
    Comedian+ 1.59 0.92 .12 .10    
    Parental Care* -0.14 0.06 -.13 -.13    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 









Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Openness to Experience 
Step or variable      B     S.E.      ß  Partial r     R2  Adj. R2    ΔR
2
 
Step 1***     .24 .23  
    Gender -0.50 0.70 -.04 -.04    
    Age 0.02 0.03 .05 .-4    
    SES 0.10 0.38 .01 .15    
    Undergrad* 2.28 1.09 .16 .12    
    Comedian*** 7.48 0.86 .54 .45    
Step 2     .24 .23 <.01 
    Gender -0.47 0.70 -.04 -.04    
    Age 0.21 0.03 .05 .04    
    SES 0.05 0.39 .01 .01    
    Undergrad* 2.28 1.09 .16 .12    
    Comedian** 7.55 0.88 .55 .45    
    Parental Care .03 0.06 .03 .03    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 




















Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Antagonism 
Step or variable     B    S.E.      ß  Partial r   R2 Adj. R2  ΔR
2
 
Step 1**     .07 .06  
   Gender -0.58 .37 -.09 -.09    
   Age*** -0.05 .02 -.25 -.19    
   SES -0.23 .21 -.06 -.06    
   Undergrad+ -1.05 .60 -.15 -.10    
   Comedian* 1.11 .47 .16 .13    
Step 2**     .14 .12 .07 
   Gender* -0.86 .37 -.13 -.13    
   Age*** -0.06 .02 -.26 -.21    
   SES 0.09 .21 .02 .02    
   Undergrad* -1.14 .58 -.16 -.11    
   Comedian 0.58 .47 .08 .07    
   Parental Care** -0.11 .04 -.18 -.17    
   Negative Family** 0.20 .08 .17 .15    
Step 3+     .16 .133 .02 
   Gender* -0.85 .37 -.13 -.13    
   Age*** -0.06 .02 -.26 -.20    
   SES 0.08 .21 .02 .02    
   Undergrad+ -1.10 .57 -.16 -.11    
   Comedian 0.58 .46 .09 .07    
   Parental Care** -0.11 .04 -.20 -.18    
   Family Environment* 0.22 .08 .18 .16    
   Care × Environment+ 0.02 .01 .11 .11    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 














Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Detachment 
Step or variable     B    S.E.      ß  Partial r   R2 Adj. R2  ΔR
2
 
Step 1**     .07 .06  
   Gender -0.45 .34 -.80 -.08    
   Age** -0.04 .01 -.22 -.17    
   SES -0.04 .18 -.01 -.01    
   Undergrad* -1.16 .53 -.19 -.12    
   Comedian+ 0.76 .42 .13 .10    
Step 2**     .14 .12 .07 
   Gender* -0.68 .34 -.12 -.12    
   Age** -0.04 .01 -.23 -.18    
   SES 0.21 .19 .06 .06    
   Undergrad* -1.24 .52 -.20 -.14    
   Comedian 0.33 .42 .06 .05    
   Parental Care* -0.08 .03 -.15 -.13    
   Negative Family* 0.18 .07 .17 .15    
Step 3*     .16 .133 .02 
   Gender+ -0.67 .33 -.12 -.12    
   Age** -0.04 .01 -.22 -.18    
   SES 0.20 .19 .06 .06    
   Undergrad* -1.20 .51 -.19 -.13    
   Comedian 0.34 .41 .06 .05    
   Parental Care** -0.08 .03 -.17 -.15    
   Family Environment** 0.20 .07 .19 .16    
   Care × Environment* 0.02 .01 .13 .14    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 














Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Disinhibition 
Step or variable     B    S.E.      ß  Partial r   R2 Adj. R2  ΔR
2
 
Step 1***     .09 .07  
   Gender -0.50 .43 -.07 -.07    
   Age*** -0.07 .02 -.31 -.23    
   SES -0.19 .23 -.05 -.05    
   Undergrad+ -1.24 .67 -.16 -.11    
   Comedian+ 0.92 .53 .12 .10    
Step 2***     .14 .12 .06 
   Gender+ -0.76 .42 -.10 -.10    
   Age*** -0.08 .02 -.31 -.24    
   SES -0.10 .24 .03 .03    
   Undergrad+ -1.32 .66 -.17 -.12    
   Comedian 0.43 .53 .06 .05    
   Parental Care* -0.10 .04 -.16 -.14    
   Negative Family* 0.18 .09 .13 .12    
Step 3     .14 .12 <.01 
   Gender+ -0.76 .37 -.10 -.10    
   Age*** -0.07 .02 -.31 -.24    
   SES 0.10 .21 .02 .03    
   Undergrad+ -1.31 .57 -.17 -.12    
   Comedian 0.43 .46 .06 .05    
   Parental Care** -0.11 .04 -.17 -.15    
   Family Environment* 0.18 .08 .13 .12    
   Care × Environment 0.01 .01 .03 .03    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 















Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Negative Affect 
Step or variable     B    S.E.      ß  Partial r   R2 Adj. R2  ΔR
2
 
Step 1***     .08 .07  
   Gender* .90 .41 .13 .13    
   Age*** -0.07 .02 -.30 -.22    
   SES -0.15 .22 -.04 -.04    
   Undergrad -0.68 .64 -.10 -.06    
   Comedian 0.62 .51 .09 .07    
Step 2**     .12 .01 .04 
   Gender+ 0.70 .41 .10 .10    
   Age*** -0.07 .02 -.30 -.23    
   SES 0.07 .23 .02 .02    
   Undergrad -0.76 .63 -.10 -.07    
   Comedian 0.25 .51 .03 .03    
   Parental Care -0.06 .04 -.10 -.09    
   Negative Family+ 0.16 .09 .13 .11    
Step 3+     .13 .10 .01 
   Gender+ 0.71 .41 -.10 .10    
   Age*** -0.07 .02 -.30 -.23    
   SES 0.06 .23 .02 .02    
   Undergrad -0.73 .63 -.10 -.07    
   Comedian 0.26 .51 .04 .03    
   Parental Care+ -0.07 .04 -.11 -.10    
   Family Environment** 0.18 .09 .14 .12    
   Care × Environment+ 0.02 .01 .10 .10    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 















Hierarchical Linear Regression Statistically Predicting Psychoticism 
Step or variable     B    S.E.      ß  Partial r   R2 Adj. R2  ΔR
2
 
Step 1**     .06 .04 .06 
   Gender -0.04 .37 <-.01 <-.01    
   Age*** -0.05 .02 -.26 -.19    
   SES -0.10 .20 -.03 -.03    
   Undergrad -0.76 .57 -.12 -.08    
   Comedian 0.63 .45 .10 .08    
Step 2***     .13 .11 .07 
   Gender -0.29 .36 -.05 -.05    
   Age*** -0.05 .02 -.27 -.21    
   SES 0.18 .20 .05 .05    
   Undergrad -0.84 .55 -.13 -.09    
   Comedian 0.17 .44 .03 .02    
   Parental Care** -0.10 .04 -.18 -.16    
   Negative Family* 0.17 .07 .15 .13    
Step 3     .13 .11 <.01 
   Gender 0.29 .36 -.05 -.05    
   Age*** -0.05 .02 -.27 -.21    
   SES 0.18 .20 .05 .05    
   Undergrad -0.82 .55 -.13 -.09    
   Comedian 0.17 .44 .03 .02    
   Parental Care** -0.10 .04 -.19 -.16    
   Family Environment* 0.18 .07 .16 .14    
   Care × Environment 0.01 .01 .06 .06    
Note. B = Unstandardized regression coefficient. S.E. = Standard Error. ß = Standardized 
regression coefficient. Adj. = Adjusted. ΔR2 = Change in R2. +p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, 















Figure 1. The interaction of Family Negative Environment and Parental Care in predicting levels 
of Detachment. Symbols represent values at one standard deviation above the mean, one 
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